The contribution of recent "multidimensional indices of poverty" may not be as obvious as one thinks. There are two issues in assessing that contribution: whether one believes that a single index can ever be a sufficient statistic of poverty, and whether one aggregates in the space of "attainments," using prices when appropriate, or "deprivations," using weights set by the analyst. The paper argues that we should aim for a credible set of multiple indices rather than a single multidimensional index. Partial aggregation will still be necessary, but ideally the weights should be consistent with well-informed choices by poor people.
Introduction
There has been a growing interest in what have come to be termed "multidimensional indices of poverty." There are many issues one might discuss related to these indices, including the choice of the functional form, the choice of poverty lines, and the robustness of the implied rankings to those choices.
1 However, these issues are essentially generic to all poverty measures (though with some more technical differences). The present discussion will focus instead on how multidimensional indices differ from more familiar approaches. This is a logical starting point for potential users trying to understand and apply these new measures; to assess their contribution we must first understand how they differ from standard measures.
Multidimensionality per se cannot be what distinguishes a multidimensional index of poverty (MIP). There is an obvious sense in which almost every poverty measure found in practice is "multidimensional." Indeed, to my knowledge, the only truly one-dimensional indices are the rice-based measures once found in some countries in Asia, but no longer used. 2 The main measures now found in practice use a composite measure of consumption or income with many components, relying heavily on market prices in aggregation.
Nor does the difference lie in the recognition of the fact that poverty is not just about low consumption of market commodities. It is widely agreed that there are also important non-market goods relevant to welfare, such as access to public services. Poverty is multidimensional. However, that does not imply that one needs a MIP. It is one thing to recognize that something is missing from a given measure, and needs to be considered, and quite another to create a single composite index. The more common approach is to collect multiple indicators of the various dimensions of poverty, invariably including an index of command over market goods, but also including indicators for health and education attainments and access to services. A well-known example is the United Nations' Millennium Development Goals, which span multiple dimensions, but without forming a single composite index. At country level, the World Bank's Poverty Assessments and the Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers of individual governments have typically drawn on multiple indicators (though naturally with varying emphasis), without forming a single composite index. 3 This paper argues that the real differences between the recent measures that are called "multidimensional" and standard approaches lie elsewhere. The first difference is in whether one believes that a single index of poverty could ever be a sufficient statistic, or whether multiple indices are required, each measuring different things using the best data available for that task-presenting us with a "large and eclectic dashboard" [15, p. 62] . A second difference is also evident on closer inspection, namely how the analyst chooses to collapse multiple dimensions into one, recognizing that some degree of aggregation will probably be called for even in the "dashboard" approach.
In elaborating these two differences I will illustrate the arguments using the most well-developed and broadly applied MIP to date, namely that developed by Alkire and Santos [2], which is a special case of the class of measures proposed by Alkire and Foster [1] . The following section discusses the Alkire-Santos index, and whether it can be considered sufficient for measuring poverty and informing policy making. Section 3 turns to the issue of how one can go about aggregating across multiple dimensions when a degree of aggregation is called for to reduce the dimensionality. Section 4 concludes.
